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Around the Town: Two stories have ‘stirred Capital tongues in the past week. ' 


(1) Professionals in the GOP are discussing a proposal that General Eisenhower fly to Murray 
Bay, Canada, where Sen. Taft is on vacation and ask the Senator for his full and active collabora- 
tion in the campaign. The proposal is variously attributed to Summerfield, the new GOP National 
Chairman, and (surprisingly) to Mr. Herbert Brownell. The latter directed the hatchet job on Taft 
for Dewey in the recent primary campaign. 


(2) The other story concerns Mr. George Allen, former “court jester” of Truman, and more recently 
Eisenhower's most active promoter for the Presidency. “Allen is joint owner with Ike of a large Gettys- 
burg, Pennsylvania, farm. Allen sold many prominent business men on Ike for President, basing his 
plea on the claim that Ike would be a sure winner. According to reliable sources, Allen was asked 
last week whether he thought Ike could beat Stevenson. Allen gave the surprising reply: “Give me 
thirty days and I'll be able to tell you.” 


Fighting Campaign: In the first real cannonade of the election battle, Stevenson on August 3 said: 
“The American people must decide whether they want to entrust a foreign policy based on cooperation 
among free nations to the party which has created and cherished that policy — or to the party which 
has opposed that policy and is today split down the center in contortion of bitter division about it.” 
Stevenson jibed at four GOP Senators — Bricker, Jenner, McCarthy and Kem — and asked how Eisenhower 
could possibly back such opponents of the Administration foreign policy. 


Senator Dirksen replied, providing the first hard punching in this campaign. He retorted: “Adlai 
questions the right of General Eisenhower to carry on a crusade in company with such sturdy Americans 
as Senators Jenner, Bricker, Kem and McCarthy and other Republican nominees. Just how well does 
he think his associates look — Alger Hiss, Dean Acheson, Wilson Wyatt, the ADA and the Lavender Lads 
of the State Department? . . . I have spoken to Senators Jenner, Bricker, Kem and McCarthy and they 
are very willing to accept Adlai’s challenge to meet him on these grounds during the campaign.” 


If Eisenhower would close ranks with Dirksen in similar vigorous attacks, his chances for the 
Presidency might vastly improve. If not, the real battle will take place — as Edna Lonigan remarks 
in the HUMAN EVENTS article this week — in the area of the congressional campaigns, for Senate 
and House. 


Drought and Disaster: Dry weather on the Eastern Seaboard and in the South has caused the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to declare an emergency and to designate as “disaster areas” a number of states. 
These are Maine, Massachusetts, Kentucky, Tennessee, South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi 
and. parts of Missouri and Arkansas. This means that farmers in those parts become eligible for low 
interest loans maturing in five years, if regular bank credit is not available to them. The occasion has 
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also enallled Mr. iiien. Kecretiry # Agriculture, to call one red those regional ‘meetings (so deart to 
the hearts of his publicity men) at Nashville to discuss the “emergency”. 


A few discordant repotts somewhat spoiled Brannan’s picture of the Federal Government hastening 
to succor the poor and afflicted. For instance (reported the New York Times, August 1), “Maine and 
Massachusetts sources”. ~. . were somewhat surprised to find themselves declared disaster areas”, 
Fred J. Nutter, Maine Commissioner of Agriculture, said Washington had been calling his office about 
declaring his State a disaster area, but he had declined because “there wasn’t any. demand: for. it”. 
Mr. Nutter remarked that “they (the Federal Government) wanted us to ask for it and we didn’t 
want it.” As for Massachusetts, western counties were found to be “dry, but not in a critical condition”, 
In Tennessee, when the Brannan junket arrived, it was found that the state government had already 
acted by sending a buyer to get hay from Wisconsin. Finally, Virginia showed some disinclination 
to be blanketed under the term “disaster area’’. 


Now we do not suggest that the drought may not result in truly pitiful conditions in the areas 
mentioned. Nevertheless, we doubt that anyone will starve, because the Midwest has plenty of moisture 
and bumper crops are forecasted. Indeed, out there Brannan’s men are manfully grappling with a 
contrary problem: a possible glut and descent of prices. Agriculture’s Production & Marketing Division 
is trying to get farmers to put corn under Government loans. This move is designed to take corn out 
of the free market and thereby maintain higher prices. 


The menace of abundance of crops is as great as the menace of drought. For the Democratic 
Administration, this is a year of disasters, emergencies — and elections. 


Windfall: A month before Election Day, thanks to the last Congress, four and a half million Americans 
will be better off by about 1214 per cent, in terms of the dollar, according to a story in the Wall Street 
Journal today. For, on October 3rd, their social security checks will be larger by that percentage than 
they have been in the past. Just about the time they receive these checks, the battle cry “you never 
had it so good” will have reached its full crescendo. Perfect timing! 


Nationalizing the Parties: The Constitution does not recognize political parties. In the machinery 
established for the succession of presidents, the presidential electors of each state in the Union, which is 
considered an autonomous unit, are subject to the will of the citizens of their respective states; this 
will, as expressed through the ballot, is supposed to govern the voting of the presidential electors. The 
purpose of this provision was to prevent the more populous states from exercising political domination 
over those sparsely settled. 


This last vestige of states’ rights is bothersome to the centralizers. It annoyed them no end at 
the recent Democratic Convention, when they tried to bind the delegates from the South by a “loyalty” 
pledge. The purpose of this pledge was to override the Constitutional procedure for selecting presidents; 
the intent was to make the electoral college a rubber stamp in the hands of the majority in the national 
party convention. The prerogative of a minority of states would thus be wiped out. 


As an aftermath of this subtle perversion of the Constitution, a movement is afoot — according 
to The New York Times, August 4 — to have the next Congress enact a Federal statute that would in 
effect make this “loyalty” pledge mandatory. Under that law, if it is enacted, it would be impossible 
in practice for the Republicans or Democrats of any state to instruct their respective slates of electors 
to vote for any candidate who did not have the endorsement of the national convention of the party. 
The national convention, or its management, would have a copyright on the party symbol. 


If passed, the law would amount to Federal recognition of political parties. This calls to mind 
the remark of Thomas Jefferson to the effect that if he could go to heaven only as a member of 
a political party, he would as lief go to the other place. 
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Conservative Britain: Some of the GOP party gatherings these days in Denver might well ponder the 
plight of the British conservative party, now in power, as described in the Church Times (Anglican) in 
the issue of July 25: 


“Conservative experts themselves are in no doubt that, if there was a General Election. now, their 
Party would suffer heavy defeat at the polls. The causes of this disappointment are mainfold. ... . 
At the time of the last General Election, the Conservative Party made explicit promises that, if returned 
to power, it would reverse the trend in favor of increasing official control over the freedom of the 
individual citizen. These promises have not been fulfilled, nor is there any sign of their fulfillment. 


“The abolition of identity cards was a promising gesture to satisfy public opinion. It was little 
more. . . . Government spokesmen did not attempt to deny that much recent legislation has resulted 
in one encroachment after another on the liberty of the subject. Individual citizens are now at the 
mercy of a multitude of Administrative tribunals, from which there is no appeal to the High Court of 
Justice; a host of inspectors have the legal right to search private premises without warrant; daily life 
is governed more and more, not by a law, but by administrative regulations issued at the whim of 
Ministers and civil servants. 


“Lovers of liberty must face the unpalatable fact that, on this issue, there is nothing to choose 
between a Labor and a Conservative Government. In spite of election promises and Party traditions, 
in spite — be it added — of the private convictions of many Conservative back-benchers, the present 
Government does not intend to lift its little finger to resist or to reverse the encroachment of the State 
on the freedom of the individual.” 


Crack in the Rampart? The constant, though unorganized, fight being waged against the collectivist 
indoctrination of our youth in schools and colleges is rewarded every now and then by some slight 
indication that the “enemy” is none too sure of himself. HUMAN EVENTS, which has done its share 
on the firing line, is glad to see in the July issue of Harper’s an “Open Letter to Teachers” by Paul 
Woodling, Professor at Western Washington College of Education, in which he warns the teaching 
fraternity against ignoring the “ground swell of criticism (that) is running against us”. The “Open 
Letter” was entered in the Congressional Record (July 22) by Rep. Paul W. Shafer, of Michigan. 


Prof. Woodling spells out the charges against the teachers as follows: “That the public schools 
in a democracy belong, or ought to belong, to the people, but that professional educators have pro- 
gressively preempted the responsibility for policy making. . . . That the philosophy of pragmatism 

. which has come almost completely to dominate educational thinking is unacceptable to a large 
number of Americans”. 


Then he goes on to say that “it is difficult to understand how any thoughtful educator can deny 
either of these two contentions”. (The denial of both these charges has been the usual defense of the 
professional educators.) And he warns that unless a frank admission of error, and a willingness to 
make correction, is forthcoming, education will suffer, and educators will have to endure the most vicious 
kind of criticism. Professor Woodling has performed a great service for his profession — if they will 
heed his words. 


At this point, we should emphasize the tremendous popular interest in the conflict over education 
in the past year. Three articles which we have published during the calendar years 1951 and 1952 
have topped the list in popularity among our readers, as measured by orders for extra copies. These 
articles were, as follows: “Harvard Hogs the Headlines”, by William F. Buckley, Jr., May 16, 1951 
(containing material later published in Buckley’s best-selling book, God and Man at Yale); “Storm 
Over Pasadena”, by Frank Chodorov, June 13, 1951; and last week’s (July 31, 1952) piece “Darkness 
at Noon in the American Colleges”, by Professor E. Merrill Root of Earlham College. Root’s piece 
has aroused great interest. Three daily newspapers have wired asking permission to reprint it, and we 
have received orders totalling almost 10,000 copies. 





Spies, Dupes and Diplomats: By Ralph de Toledano. New York: Duell, Sloan and Pearce; 
Boston: Little, Brown and Company. $3.50. Reviewed by William Henry Chamberlin. , 


The Far East has been the scene of one of the greatest American defeats and one of the greatest 
Russian victories recorded in history. America has fought two desperate wars, one against Japan, 
the other against the Communist North Koreans and Chinese. America would never have become 
involyed in this second war, which its leaders can neither end nor win, had Japan remained an oriental 
great power, with effective control of the Korean-Manchurian area. 


- Despite or rather because of these two wars the American position in the Orient is highly precarious. 
Half a billion Chinese are organized by a regime implacably hostile to this country, which even carica- 
tures Dean Acheson as a bacteriological microbe. This does seem ungrateful, in view of Mr. Acheson’s 
large contribution to the loss of China. 


The Soviet Union, on the other hand, with practically no fighting, has exceeded the wildest expan- 
sionist dreams of Tsarist diplomats. Its position in the Pacific area has been immensely bolstered by 
effective political, economic and ideological domination of China. It is able to. wage wars by proxy 
against the western powers in the East, draining the manpower and resources of America in Korea, 
Britain in Malaya, France in Indo-China without sacrificing the life of a single Red Army soldier. 


Ralph de Toledano, co-author of the most popular and effective exposé of the Hiss case, tries to 
determine how much stupidity and how much treason entered into this catastrophe. He pieces together 
the story of the Sorge spy ring in Japan, of the “Amerasia” case, about which there was so much 
official amnesia, the baleful role of the Institute of Pacific Relations, so ably revealed by the searching 
investigations of the McCarran subcommittee. 


He raises some very interesting questions, on which there may be fuller historical proof later. 
He shows that while Communists and Communist sympathizers in Japan did everything in their power 
to divert Japan’s attack away from Russia and toward the United States, the same elements in the 
United States wielded all their influence to insure a failure of Konoye’s compromise proposals. 


He shows how closely the political line favored by Owen Lattimore and others of his school of 
thought, in and out of the government, parallelled Russia’s desire; a Japan “completely crushed and 
undergoing a Morgenthau treatment.” Typical of the hard hitting style of the book is the effective 
characterization of Owen Lattimore as “selfmade scholar, champion of the Moscow Trials, indefatigable 


propagandist for the Soviet Union and for the Chinese Communists . . . the little man who was always 
there.” 


He remarks that the average American’s verdict on the reputation of the State Department for 
honesty, integrity, veracity and loyalty would be “bad” and proves from official documents that Acheson 
contradicted himself completely on the strategic importance of Formosa and that Philip Jessup was 
suffering from a faulty memory, to say the least, when he testified under oath that the State Department 
had never considered the recognition of Red China. All in all, it is a fascinating book and contains 
much material of which an intelligent Republican campaign strategy could make devastating use. Little, 
Brown, which published a number of works by Owen Lattimore, has made suitable atonement for its 


“not so little Red” phase by publishing this work, which performs an excellent job of taking Lattimore 
to pieces. 


Erratum: We apologize for an error in last week’s issue, in the story entitled “The Race”, line 16, 


which read “against Ike for his support of FEPC”. The correct text is “against Ike for his opposition 
to FEPC”. 
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AN EDUCATION FOR IKE — AND OTHERS 
By BRENT BOZELL 


a what we should do about Korea, Dwight Eisenhower said he didn’t know. This 
was the “Honest Ike” of Abilene, and lots of people commended him for his candor. 
But a major difference between Ike and the rest of us is that we are not asking to be 
elected to the Presidency. 


True, no important political leader to date has persuasively diagnosed the Korean 
blunder. Neither political party has indicated an understanding of what the Soviet Union 
is about. Neither party platform advocates plausible escape from the devilish trap in 
which the Kremlin master-plotters ensnared us two years ago. But Ike would lead a 
“crusade”. So a “‘me-too” on ignorance won’t do. He must be educated. 


Unfortunately, the General is likely to turn for his education to the wrong people — 
specifically, to the leaders of his own political party. For Republicans, no less than 
Democrats, have failed to identify the real Soviet motives in engineering the Korean war. 
GOP leaders have peculiar acumen in spotting the symptoms of disaster. But since they 
haven’t diagnosed the malady, they aren’t likely to come up with the cure. 


The GOP “party line” is familiar enough: “The Democrats are to blame for our 
plight in Korea because the Administration announced to the world during the months 
preceding June, 1950, that we would not defend South Korea, and thereby they ‘invited’ 
the Communist attack.” 


The chronology seems to bear out the charge. Dean Acheson told the National Press 
Club in January, 1950, that Korea was not a part of the line the United States would 
defend. Senator Connolly advised the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in May that 
Korea was not essential to our defense. And in June, anticipating an easy kill, Soviet 
Russia unleashed her Hessians against the Republic of South Korea. 


Assuming the Kremlin did of want America to intervene in Korea, the indictment 
of the Administration is as indestructible as Euclid’s geometry. 


But don’t jump too fast, Ike. Mistaken premises beget mistaken conclusions. If it’s 

true that Russia “‘blundered” into the Korean war — enticed by our State Department’s 

protestation of indifference — then it is not unreasonable to conclude that Russia is 

presently unhappy with the Korean situation, that she would be done with this unpleasant 

business even as we would be done with it. And the current truce negotiations are the 
logical recourse for two warring nations, both anxious to end the conflict, both determined 
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to exact the dearest price. Thus, the GOP’s slick argument gives full sanction to the 
Administration’s present policy of negotiation and compromise. 

Curiously, the devotees of this theory — that Russia made a “mistake” — simply 
refuse to take the enemy at his word. If credence is given the Communists’ own descrip. 
tion of their grand strategy, Russia must be utterly delighted with the present impasse 
in Korea; and Politburo members probably danced in their pajamas two years ago when 
they learned that an American President had committed his country to a war on the 
Asia mainland. The contrary presumption, indeed, took root in the western world: the 
United States had “won a round” by intervening in Korea. That this mammoth hoax 
should still persist is a monument either to the wizardry of Soviet propaganda, or to the 
impoverishment of American statesmanship. 
7 SUPREME arrogance of Marxist determinism led Communist writers from the 

beginning to make their plans an “open book” for the world to read. This “‘open 
book” (reproduced in W. H. Chamberlin’s Blueprint for World Conquest) is the primer 
for everyman’s political education. But watch out, Ike: only a very few of those who 
read the book seem able to take the dialecticians seriously. 

Communism’s prophets have taken pains to tell us that the United States will fall 
under Soviet hegemony only when our capitalistic system has disappeared. Most Americans 
have blandly assumed that as long as the economic system is under our control it will 
remain what it is as long as we want it to; an assumption that is wholly acceptable to 
the Kremlin. For, while we take comfort in the thought that our internal economy 
can’t be ruined from the outside, the Soviet strategists have set out to do just that. 

At West Point, it is said, a future general is taught, as a rule of thumb, to put him- 
self in the shoes of the opposing commander before a battle, and decide what he would 
do if he were his opposite number. Suppose, Ike, that at the end of the last war you 
sat in on a Politburo meeting — a meeting specially called to consider ways and means of 
bringing about the downfall of Capitalism in the United States. Since you’d studied 
basic economics, you would probably concur in the four points your brethren were making: 

That a transfer of the tools of production from private hands to the Government 
(such as takes place in wartime), if sustained over a long period of time, will deal a 
fatal blow to free enterprise in the U.S.; 

That a long-term allocation of America’s productive potential to the manufacture 
of armaments will reduce the nation’s standard of living, and thus sow discontent; 

That Government regulation of prices and wages will result in the abandonment of 


the capitalistic price system; 
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That prolonged Government spending beyond revenue intake will create fierce infla- 
tionary pressures with consequent societal dislocations; or, in the alternative, if tax rates 
are raised to meet expenditures, a pro tanto transfer of the tools of production from private 


citizens to the Government will occur. 


And the solution to meet all four specifications for Capitalism’s destruction? Why, 
commit the United States to a wartime economy, without involving the USSR.... 
It was an ambitious project, needing an assist from American diplomacy, which Moscow 


somehow got. The Kremlin masters busied themselves laying bait ’round the world. 


— Is THE payoff. Whether the Russians expected it to turn out so is beside the 
point. Russian strategy did not need to be geared inflexibly to the success of any 
single venture. The Communist chessboard encompasses the whole world. The lures 
set in Greece and China had been shunned by the United States, and perhaps North 
Korea’s aggression would likewise fail to provoke us to armed retaliation. But some- 
where, sooner or later, the bait would be snapped up. When President Truman com- 
mitted the American Army to battle Asiatic Communism at a point 7,000 miles from its 
home base — a “‘police action”, not a war against the Soviet Union — the bold and brilliant 


scheme for world conquest was no longer a fanciful dream. The plan had worked. 


Meanwhile, American diplomats are still scratching their heads at the Russian 
“blunder” of walking out of the Security Council in June, 1950, thus losing their chance 


to block UN military action in Korea. 


We’re assuming (although Europe isn’t the subject of today’s lesson) that America’s 
commitment to NATO is largely traceable to Korea — that the Soviets expected their 
Korean attack to provoke a flimsy, world-wide mobilization of the sort that has actually 


occurred. 


In point of time, the connection between Korea and NATO is unmistakable. Serious 
financing of Europe’s defenses did not begin till August, 1950. Why just then? What- 
ever knowledge we possessed after the Korean fighting began, with regard to Russia’s 
aggressive intentions in Europe, we possessed before Korea. Since Korea, the Russians 
have undertaken no specific act in Europe to arouse suspicions. The notion which 
prevailed in the summer of 1950 (and which still persists) was, ‘“‘the Russians are 
setting a decoy in Asia to divert our attention from Europe — the real Soviet objective.” 
Not to be fooled by the Kremlin, our State Department quickly moved to effectuate Soviet 
designs. The plain implication of the record is that America fell “hook, line and sinker” 


for an enormous Soviet ruse, and is currently helping the Kremlin to haul in the line. 


T HAT’S THE STORY, Ike. The Communists have provoked America into fostering 
global semi-mobilization, without the power or the purpose of harming the Soviet 
Union. Their objective of destroying the economic system they hate and fear is all the 
more attainable. Their success — unmeasurable. No one dares to predict when we shall 
be able to return to a free enterprise economy. 

The enormity of Soviet success in Korea is now becoming apparent. The returns 
are incomplete, but let’s look at the score-board: 


On June 28, 1950, our annual federal tax bill was in the neighborhood of 44 billion 
dollars. Federal taxes for fiscal 1953 are estimated by the President at 75 billions. This 
means, using private ownership of the tools of production as a measure of free enter- 
prise, that in the course of three years, the U.S. will have become, relatively, 70% less 
capitalistic than it was at the outbreak of the Korean war. 

On June 28, 1950, 20% of our national product was devoted to national defense 
(including ECA). Under the President’s current budget, nearly 30% of our national 
product will be earmarked for defense. This means that the portion of their produce 
which Americans aren’t permitted to consume will be 50% greater than the comparable 
allotment to armaments at the outbreak of the Korean war. 

On June 28, 1950, our economy operated under a free price system. Today we 
seem to be permanently committed to price and wage controls. 

On June 28, 1950, the federal budget was running a surplus of 214 billions. The 
current budget envisions a deficit of 10 billions. Other inflationary factors have con- 
tributed to reduce the dollar’s value since the outbreak of the Korean war. 


Thus, what we can guess to have been the Kremlin’s four specifications for the 


destruction of U.S. Capitalism have been met to the letter. And the Soviet Union is still 
not at war. 


Our present policy envisions no termination point. What plans have we, for example, 
for the military forces we’re now building if, thirty years from now, with our freedom 
evanescing, the threat of a Soviet attack is neither more nor less imminent than it is today? 

To be sure, we need a “crusade”. We need leadership which understands that ruin 
inheres in the kind of war we're fighting. We need, as President, one who will advocate 
getting out of Korea, or will recommend prosecuting that war with every resource at our 
command, even if it means coming to grips with the Soviet Union. It’s plain enough 
that either we maintain free enterprise with reasonable expenditures for continental 
defense, or we build a powerful military establishment with the purpose of using it, as 


soon as it is ready, to destroy the military power of Communism. Any third course 
refuses to make sense. 


Mr. BRENT BOZELL is a student at Yale Law School. 
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